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Organizational and Interpersonal Dimensions of the Elementary School

INTRODUCTICN

Several conceptually distinct levels of analysis are available for the study of
organizations. Three of these have been identified by Pugh (1966, pp. 235-51). as
(1) organizational structure and functioning, (2) group composition and interaction,
and (3) individua! personclity and hehavior, |t was Pugh's contention that fruitful
research in organizations will result if the interdependence of these three levels is
considered.

Another interpretation of the above three levels is: (1) the formal organization,
(2) the informal organization, and (3) individual characteristics. In educational adminis-
tration, a great deal of research has been carried out in the first and third areas. However,
little research has been atiempted either in the second level or in the interdependence of
the various levels.

Miklos (1988, p. 1) criticized research in scheol organizations because it
". . . tends to focus on a fairly limited aspect of structure, namely, on those features
most closely related to the formal or deliberately planned parts of the organization."

The lack of research conducted regarding informal groups in the public schools
has also been pointed out by Griffiths (1962, p. 287). Bidwell (1969, p. 1252) stoted
his criticism quite strongly when he said, "As for the characteristics of school adminis-
trators and of school administration under varying social conditions, even informed
speculation is lacking. . ."

For the school principal, it would seem that he would want to create and
maintain interpersonal relations in which the goals of his schcol would more likely be met,
In order to accomplish this, the principal must know move about the informal interpersonal
relations present in his school. More than this, he must know how these relations affect
his organization. Combining the techniques of saciometry and organizational analysis
in the testing of theoretically derived hypotheses was proposed as a first step in getting
at these relationships and their role in elementary schools.

LIMITATIONS, HYPOTHESES, AND DEFINITION OF TERMS

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to: (1) select and apply an appropriate methodology
for investigating interpersonal relations in the elementary schooi; and (2) test hypotheses
relevant to and derived from General Systems Theory, Equilibration Theory, and the "Span
of Control" principle of Classical Management Theory .

Limitations
is study was limited to:
1. Public eiementary schools.
2, Schools with ten or more teachers.
3. Schools whose principals volunteered to participate.
4, Schools located in three distinct areas of the Eastern part of the United
States: {a) Urban; (b) Suburban; and (c) Small town = rural.
5. Organizational analysis using Halpin and Croft's (1963) Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ).
6. Sociometric information obtained from permanently assigned instructional

F MC staff members.
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Hypotheses
The following hypotheses use terms which are defined in the Definition of Terms
section of this paper:
1. Subsystem (teacher) interactions will explain a greater amount of system
(school climate) variability than will subsystem (teacher) attributes.
2. Classification of teachers as influentials and non-influentials in relation
to informal groups will be predictable from mcasures of teacher behavior and
teacher attributes.
3. Socially active teachers will be more alike in their perceptions of principal
pehavior than wiil those of non=sociaily active teachers.
4. lsolated teachers will perceive the behavior of their fellow teachers
significantly different than will non-isolated teachers.
5. When the extent to which teachers rely upon each other is taken into occount,
the "real" span of control for principals will be eight or less cubordinates.

Definition of Terms

Aloofness, Aloofness was defined as that which is measured by the "Aloofness"
sub-test of the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ). *

Communication dimension. Communication dimension was defined as the
sociometric structure involving people who discuss general school matters.

Consideration. Consideration was defined as that which is measured by the
"Consideration” sub-test of the OCDQ.

Double standardization. After scoring, the procedure which standardized OCDQ
sub-test scores both across sc+ ., for each dimension (wormctive) and within each school
across all dimensions (ipse . was ca’led double standardizaticn.

Factor analysis. & .ror analysis was defined as a statistical method in which
the intercoirelations of a number of variables are investigated and, if possible, are
explained in terms of a smaller set of categories.

influential. An influential was defined as an individual, identified through the
use of sociometric analysis, who appears to be relied upon and communicated with
extensively.

Intimacy. Intimacy was defin:d as that which is measured by the "Intimacy"
sub~test of the OCDQ.

isolate. An isolate was considered to be either an unchosen individual or one
who was chosen relatively infrequently.

Organizational Climate. The “personality” of a school organizatiun, viewed in
terms of interpersonal relations, was defined as the Organizational Climate (Halpin and
Croft, 1963, p. 1).

Perceptions (teacher behavior). Perceptions of teacher bekavior made by teachers
by means of four of the eight OCDQ sub-tests.

Perceptions (principal behavior). Perceptions of principal behavior made by
teachers by means of four of the eight OCDQ sub-tests.

Reliability. Reliability was defined as a measure of the proportion of variance
of a measure representing the "true" score variance of that measure (Garrett, 1966, p.346).

Reliance dimension. The sociometric structure involving individuals from whom
advice is sought was defined as the reliance dimension.

Socially active. Socially active individuals were definad os those who, on the
basis of sociometric analysis, were identified as interacting with vfisers relatively more
frequently than others.

* This and other references to the OCDQ, in this section, are based on Halpin
and Croft, 1963, p.1) 3
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Sociomotrix. A sociomatrix wos defined aos o mathemotical form of the socio~
gram involving columns ond rows of cell entries representing reported interoctions.

Subsystem ottributes. (Some os teacher ottributes) Sex, oge, totol yeors
experience in education, ond years ot the present school .

Subsystem interactions. Subsystem interactions were defined as the sociol
interoctions of teochers with teochers ond grincipal.

System vorionce. The voriability of the elementory school climote as meosured

by the OCDQ sub-tests was defincd as oyctom vericncs.,

LITERATURE REVIEW

There ore four sections in this review, The first deols with the theoretical bases
of the study, the second briefly surveys the field of sociometry. Section Three focuses
on orgonizotionol climote, while the fourth reviews studies more directly related to
this research,

The oreticol Boses

Hypotheses of this study were derived from General Systems Theory, Equilibration
Theory, ond the "Span of Control" principle of Clossical Monogement Theory.

Generol Systems Theary. General Systems Theory (Boulding, 1956, pp. 14~16)
provided the mojor theoreticol basis for this study. I’s role wos more toxonomic than
theoretic ond its primory purpose was to provide o perspective, or "view of the world."
However, hypotheses one, and two, partially, were derived from this theory.

In this schemo, Boulding (1956) sucgested that systemotic structure ond relation=
ship ore exhibited regardless of the level of complexity. According to this theory, eoch
subsystem element hos certcin attributes which not only influence its own functioning
but thot of the entire system. Thase ottributes, in the simplest systems, can be such
things os weight, color, ond shape. However, os system complexity increoses, so do
system ottributes,

Subsystem ottributes ond functions are not the only influences offecting systems.
An importont ond often ignored factor offecting system functioning is the interoction of the
vorious subsystems or elements. (In the context of this study, the elementory school
orgonization wos considered the system, with the individual teochers ond the principal
viewed os system elements, or subsystems.)

Equilibrotion Theory of Interpersonol Relotions. Equilibration oppears to be on
oppropriote theory of interpersonoi relotions, Developed by Festinger (1957), Heider
(1959), Homans (1961), ond Zaleznik, Christensen, ond Roethlisberger (1958) equilibration
theory hos not been opplied in school organizations. Hypciheses Three and Four were
derived from this theory.

As Zoleznik (1965, p. 506) stoted it:

The theory of equilibration osserts thot o centrol tendency in interpersonol
relotions is townrd o balonced system in which the interpersonal offinities,
perceptions, ideas, ond ottitudes hel¢: by members of o system toword one
onother . . . ore vofued in consistent patterns. . . Evidently, humon
relotionships ore threotened by differences in attitudes omong members,

If the differences are strong enough, the relationships can end. . .

Clossical Monagement Theory. It oppears o general tendency for early clossical
management theorists to state concise ond simple principles to be used by o manager in
carrying out his duties. An early principle was concerned with the "division of work,"

-
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(Mossie, 1965, p. 20). A more current interpretotion of this principle is that of "Span
of Control." Here, span of control refers to the maximum number of subordinotes thot o
superior can efficiently supervise. As the span is increased, the monogement problem
becomes more ocute. In clossical theory, the "best" span of control is thought to be
between three ond eight . (Mossie, 1965, p. 398).

Sociometry
R

Sociometrics ond Sociogroms. Investigations concerning interpersonol relations
within work groups hove been increosing in number in the past few years. According to
Horrocks (1964, p. 707), sociometry hos been the most frequently used method of
meosuring these interpersonol relotions. Scciometry occomplishes this by "asking members
of groups to select ond nome other group members in terms of o criterion proposed by the
exomirer,"

The initiol efforts in using these techniques in the study of interpersonol
relotions were made by Moreno (1934). Moreno determined various group structures by
investigoting the responses to certoin questions. These responses indicoted the preferences
ond rejections of group members os to their choice of friends ond work partners. He
suggested the use of the number of isoloted, mutuo! and unreciprocoted choices os
meosures of group coherence.

Methodological Developments. Sociogroms hove two serious disodvontoges.
First, they can be confusing to onyone trying to decipher relotionships. This is especiolly
true when the number of group members increases. The second disadvontage is thot o
process of triol ond error is required to build o sociogrom and, os Breitkrevz (1967, p. 45)
hos pointed out, different reseorchers moy construct different scciogroms using identicol
dota,

What is needed is a more objective method of presenting sociometric doto. Such
o method exists and its preseniotion is colled o sociomatrix. Devised by Forsyth ond Kotz
(1946, pp. 340-347), the sociomatrix consists of rows and columns showing choice
clusters in o matrix table.

In 1948 Cervinko (1948, pp. 130-107) proposed the use of factor onolysis in
srudying sociometric data. Festinger, Schochter ond Bock (1950, pp. 138~147) suggested
another approach to the manipulotions of sociomatrix dato. Motrix algebra, in the form
of squoring ond cubing o sociomatrix, held the potential of simplifying the detection of
one and two step chains. Thot is, matrix multiplication will show indirect sociometric
choices made through one or two group members.

Detection of subgroups or cliques hos, in the past, posed problems in sociometric
anolysise MocRae (1960, pp. 360-371), in 1950, proposed the use of factor onalysis
for this purpose. In 1964, his method was extended ond refined for use in @ much lorger
setting (Blocker, McCabe, and Prendergost, 1964), Also developed were procedures for
the identificotion of influential group members olong several sociometric dimensions.

Sociometric Measures. Because of the conditional noture of ony sociometric
technique (conditional on the pool of possible choices from which an individuol makes
his choices) there is o problem of defining a suitable index of validity. According to Sox
(1968):

If we ore interested only in the choices made by subjects, sociometry
can operationally define those choices ond no further evidence of volidity
is required. On the other hand, it is impcriont to be able to relote
sociometric choices to various educational ond psychological factors
if we are interested in knowing what the choices meon. Here, content

5]
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volidity will not suffice because we cannot judge from the content

of the questions osked the meoning of choices thot ore made for them.
Similarly predictive volidity is not opplicable. Leodership in one context does not
recassarily imply leadership in onother. Therefore, concurrent volidity seems to bz oll
thot remains. In other words, volidity of sociometric meosures lies in the voriobles
related to sociomeiric choice.

Reliobility of sociometric measures olso poses serious problems. Although
Horrocks (1964, p. 698) stoted thot coefficients of reliobility for various sociometric
measures range from o low of 0.35 to o high of 0.95, he olso stated:

In reolity reliobility coefficients cited refer to the consistency of

choice behovior os disployed through the sociometric meosure rother thon

to the chorocteristics of the test itself.

Grounlund (1959) maintoined that we should be most concerned with the
reliobility of the sociometric results rather thon the reliobility of the technique itself.
In oddition Sox (1968, p. 266) points out that:

it should be remembered in interpreting the reliobility of sociometric
meosures thot reliobility is concerned with measurements which include
persons ond situotions, os well os the test or technique itself. Thot is,

if we concern ourselves with stobility, retests over short periods of time

could very well be reflecting memory; any chonges In choices over:longer periods

of time could reflect octual chonges in group structure, but this chonge

would be occempanied by low comrelations.,

Although there ore gioblems with sociometric reliability, it is felt thot ignoring
the issue solves nothing. An ottempt is made to deol with this question by estoblishing
both the short ond iong term response ctability os will be discussed in the procedures
section.

Organizotional Climate

OCDQ Studies. The originoi OCDQ study wos not concerned with ony
relotionships to so-cailed "external” criteria. Its emphasis wos on the "internal consis-
tency" of the OCDQ, in both a statistical and conceptuol sense. Subsequent independent
research hos more thon filled this gap. In fact, it hos been estimoted thot during the
period 1964 to 1967 ot least 100 OCDQ studies have taken ploce .(Brown ond House,
1967, pp. 399-416).

According to Brown ond House (1967, pp. 400~401), “. . . researchers in
dozens of normative ond correlotional studies uncritically occepted the instrument ond
its climates in the original form." This undoubtedly has been the case, however o
number of well thought out ond executed studies have been completed using the OCDQ.

Andrews (1965, pp. 317-34), for example, has found that the distribution of
school climates in his sample closely opproximated the original distribution of Holpin ond
Croft. This finding is amplified by the fact that Holpin ond Croft's sample wos odmittedly
fortuitous. Gentry ond Kenney (1965, pp. 171-179) showed that climate was sensitive
to socio~-economic impairment.

Two studies, conducted in 1966, further substantioted the concurrent volidity
of the OCDQ. McFodden {1966) utilized the perceptions ond ratings of three non=-
participant observers ploced in his sample of thirty schools. The non-participate observer
ratings ogreed significantly with the eight OCDQ sub=tests. Pritchord (1966) used the
perceptions of non-faculty schuol personnel ond olse found significant ugreemenrt with the
eight OCDQ sub-tests,

o
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Additional validity for the OCDQ sub=-tests has been reported by Feldvebel
(1964, pp. 1-4). He found that the academic achievement of students correlated
significantly with several of the OCDQ sub-tests. More specifically, he found that the
"Production Emphasis" dimension of school staff relationships was significantly and
negotivaly related to the cchicvement of 900 fifth~graders. Principal "Consideration"
to his staff was found to be positively related to academic achievement of these same
siudents.,

The relative stabiiity of the OCDQ scores over a twelve-month period was
determined by Wilson (1966). His findings would tend to establish the test-retest
stabiiity of the OCDQ. Halpin and Croft (1962, p. 66) reported various types of
internal consistency estimates for their OCDQ sub-tests. These estimates had maximum
values ranging from 0.60 to 0.84. It would seem that the OCDQ is not only < valid
measure but a reliable one as well.

Related Studies. In the October 1967 issue of the Review of Educational
Research concerning research in educational administration (Brown and House, 1967),
not one study could be found that dealt with the infc-mal aspect of the school organization.
This is not particularly surprising in that only two studies could be located prior to 1964
that deait with this area.

Boyan (1951) and McCleary (1957) both performed intensive analyses of single
schools. Both studies contributed knowledge concerning informal organizations. However,
they failed to furnish information regarding relationships across more than one school.

Another study, performed by Blocker, McCabe and Prendergast (1964), while
not directly related to public school organizations, furnished a great deal of the method-
ology used in the present study. Their study modified the sociometric questionnaire
used in the McCleary study.

Breitkreus (1967) and Miklos (1968) further modified the questionnaire and the
analysis methodology for use in elementary schools. 1t is Miklos' version of the socio~
metric questionnaire that is used in the present study. Again, these studies concentrated
on the development of technique rather than the testing cf hypotheses.

Two studies prior to the re~development and refinement of sociusnetric analysis
dealt with both the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire and informal
groups. These were performed by Heller (1964) and Anderson (1965), ond koth did
test specific hypotheses.

Heller's hypothesis dealt with the OCDQ sub-test perceptions of members of
informal groups. Membership was defined in terms of responses to the question:

Which teachers' views about the acministrative policy of the school
are most similar to yours? (Heller, 1964, p. 124)
In only one case out of forty, was his hypothesis of more similar perceptions upheld.
Heller (1964, pp. 109-110) states:
In viewing the informal groups identified in this study, it must be
remembered that staff members responded to the question which dealt

with similar views of the administrative policy of the school. A more

intensive study into the informal organization of these schools might

produce results which weuld alter the present findings.

The study performed by Anderson (1965, p. 4) attempted to:

. » « investigate subgroup perceptions of organizational climate.

The areas of investigation were: {1) the perception of organizational

climate held by members of the same subgroup in an elementary school;

(2) the composite perceptions of organizational climate held by differing

subgroups in the same elementary school; and (3) the composite perceptions

7
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of organizational climates held by comparable subgroups in different

elementary schools.

Although Anderson's sociometric questionnaire dealt with three areas (school~
informal,, general task related communication, and outside-informal) no distinction was
made in the analysis phose. Anderson identified sixty=two subgroups in twenty schools.
He found no significant differences in any of the three areas of investigation when all
eight OCDQ sub-tests were considered. When he limited the analysis to only two of the
sub-tests (Thrust and Esprit), he did find significan? differences in the second area of
investigation.

Both of these studies, in this investigator's opinion, had several limitations.
First of all, the sociometric techniques utilized were relatively poor. Heller depended
too heavily on the one dimension while Anderson failed to utilize the multidimensional
aspects of his sociometric quesiionnaire. Second, none of the hypotheses tested had any
rationale based on theory.

PROCEDURE

In ‘general, the procedure followed in this study was to select the sample,
collect the data using specific measures, and analyze these data,

Samgle_

The sample uvsed in this study consisted of nine public elementary schools.
Desirable as it may have been, simple random selection was not possible. This was for two
reasons: (1) in a study requiring the time of those involved, only those willing to spend
the time will be included; and (2) because of past experience with measures of the type
to be used, it was known that some school principals would refuse to participate.

Because of the non-random selection of the sample used in this study, strong
generalizations are not possible. What is possible, however, are .statements regarding
trends and tendencies to be expected in the parent population.

The nine schools of the sample were obtained through the aid of officials of five
school districts and involved a canvass of fifteen schools selected by these officials. All
but one agreed to participate while nine returned the materials before the zut-off date.
There were 234 teache=s in the nine schools used. One hurdred and ninety-two or eighty-
two percent were identifiable respondents. Six percent failed to include their names.
Data Collection

Once the sample of schools had been selected, the participating principals were
asked to supply a list of all school staff members, These lists were then alphabetized and
numbered to be used as each school's "List of Personnel" from which staff members made
their sociometric choices.

Questionnaires were then mailed to the principals along with the appropriate
9List of Personnel," and instructions.

After administration, materials were gathered, placed in an envelope, sealed
and mailed directly to the investigator.

Instrumentation

Two data gathering instruments were utilized in this investigation. The first was
the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire and the :econd was a sociometric
questionnalre. Both instruments are attached as Parts | and Il of Appendix A,

OCDQ. Through the responses of the teachers to this questionnaire, a school's
climate can be portrayed. The questionnaire consists of sixty~four items. These items

8
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have been assigned to eight subtests. Four of the subtests pertain to the teachers'
behavior and four to the principal's behavior, Definitions of the eight subtests are given
in the original research (Halpin and Croft, 1963, pp. 29-32).

In their study the authors identified six organizational climates based on a profile
analysis of the eight sub=test scores. They placed these six on a continuum from closed to
open. The six climates were: open, autonamous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and
clesod. Agein, definitions hove bean given (Halpli and Cioft, 1763, pp. 29-32).

Data used relevant to the OCDQ were the. eight sub=test scores doubly standar-
dized with means of 50 and standard deviations of 10,

Sociometric Questionnaire. The second source of data was a sociometric
questionnaire. Data obtained from this device consisted of teacher responses in the ferm
of choices. Each of the six sociometric items required that each respondent moke some
sort of choice ranging from "no one" to "everyone on the staff." The responses made were
the circled numeric codes representing specific staff members.

The sociometric questionnaire used was an extension of Blocker, McCabe and
Prendergost's (1964) instrument also used by Miklos (1968). It co nsisted of six items, each
corresponding te a sociometric dimension. These dimensions were: (1) communication,
(2) socialization, (3) reliance-discipline, (4) reliance-teaching, (5) reliance-policies,
and (6) attributed influence.

The concurrent validity of this instrument has been shown by Miklos (1968, p. 7)
and Wiens (1968). The first investigotor found that influential staff members differed
significantly from non=influentials on a number of characteristics including sex, age and
teaching experience. As miight be expected, influentials were generally older, more
experienced staff members. Wiens (1968, p. 10) found that ", . . the amount of innovation
which takes place in a school is positively related to the attitudes toward change held by
the influentiats. . ." The influentials referred to by Wiens were identified using the
sociometric questionnaire under discussion.

As mentioned before, the question of sociometric measure reliability is a
troublesome problem. A solution to this problem was to consider both the long-term and
short-term test-retest measures of response stability.

A rondom sample of twenty percent of the original respondents was selected. Ten
percent took a retest three weeks after the first test, and ten percent took a retest
approximately five weeks later. Coefficients of short-term and long-term response
stability were computed using Cohen's (1960, pp. 37-46) coefficient of agreement for
nominal scales. An estimate of the sociometric questionnaire's response stability was
believed to fall between these two figures. Results of these computations appear in
Table |.

Since the sociametric data are on a nominal scale, and are used primarily for
classification purposes, there is little need to be concerned with the usual parametric
assumptions. The one exception to this is in the use of factor analysis in identifying
informal subgroups. Justification for this procedure is found in the fact that it generates
results which closely correspond with manually prepared sociograms (Miklos, 1968, p. 6),
as will be shown in the findings section.

Analysis of the Data

In the case of most of the hypotheses tested, raw data were not suitable. The
necessary data preparation techniques utilized are first presented.

OCDQ Data. Zata from the OCDQ were keypunched, scored, and doubly
standardized. New Mexico Testing Services (P.O. Box 3885, NMSU, Las Cruces, N.M.
88001) scored and standardized all OCDQ data using their Fortran IV computer program,

9




TABLE |

COEFPICILENIS O AGREEILNT FOR SOCIOHELRIC MEASURES

. - ——

SHORT' TERI! TEST.REIEST (3 WEFRKS)

Proportica of Responses Coefficient of Agree.-
Repeated on Retest ment Proportion

*.
Corrected for Chonce

Overall

Question 0.92 0.76
i .82 .63
2 088 '75
2 09’4 080
‘95 078
5 095 .?8
6 0,94 .0.7?
LONG TERlM TESI-RETEST (8 WEEKS)
Proportion of Responscs Coelfficient of Agrece-
Repcated on Retest ment Proportion N
Corrected for Chance™
Overall
omeetion 0,9k . 0.68
i .86 .58
2 <91 . 69
3 «97 .58
:
3 0.96 0.71

—

¥These values are significantly different from coeffi-
cients of 0.0 at the 0,01 level of confidence,
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Their pragram also supplied raw sub-~test scores far each subject, and determined the
climate as perceived by each subject.

Sociometric Data. Sociometric data were also keypunched before initial data
analysis. Each of the six sociametric items corresponded to dimensions called: General
Task Related Communication, Socializatian, Reliance~Discipline, Reliance-Teaching,
Reltance-Policies, and Attributed Influence.

Responses along the above dimensions were used to construct a sociomatrix. There
was a matrix for each dimension for each school. The rows represented the selecting staff
member, and the columns the selected staff member. An example of a sociomatrix is
shown in Figure 1 using six fictitious staff members. A one is entered in a cell (row-
column intersection) when that choice is made, or a zerc whan no interaction is reported.
When a matrix of this sort is constructed, it is termed the first power matrix. First power
matrices were constructed for all six dimensions in each school.

Matrices of the first two dimensions (communication and socialization) were
modified to retain only reciprocated links (for instance, in the sample matrix, the starred
entries would be removed since those chaices were not returned.) These matrices were
then squared and cubed using matrix algebra to reveal two and three-step links of
reciprocal choices in the specified dimensians.

Influential staff members along the communication dimension were determined by:
(1) computing column totals for the cubed reciprocated matrix; (2) rank ordering staff
members according to these column tatals; and (3) classifying as influentials those having
a larger number of tertiary communication links. The maximum number of influentials
in any one school was arbitrarily set at twenty percent with exceptions not exceeding two
staff members. Miklos (1968, p. 5) has found that this cut-off point gives reasonably
good separation between influentials and non=influentials.

Socially active staff members were determined in oxactly the same way using
data obtained from the socialization dimensian. However, a different set of procedures
was required to determine infl:iential staff members on the other dimensions.

Influentials on the three reliance dimensions were determined using Blocker and
McCabe's (1964, p. 107) subweighi substitution method. The subweight substitution
comes from the necessity t¢ weigh the reliance of individual X for the relative reliance
value of others who rely on X. As an exan.ple, if X is only reiied upon by one person
but that person is h imself influential, then X chould rank higher thun, say, Y who is
relied upon by two relatively non=influential pe:sons.

A “ane" added to the column total af the first power mairix for an individual was
defined as the subweight for that individual. The “one" is used to include the person in
bis own reliance structure. These subweights were then substituted for all non-zero
elements in the appropriate third power matrix column ceils. Columns were again totaled
and each person's subweight was added to his column total. Ranking and selection of
influentials remained the same as it was far the communication dimension.

Since the attributed influence dimension matrix did mt lend itself to similar
techniques for identifying influentials, they were selected from ranked first power matrix
column totals.

Communication and socialization dimension subgroup identification required the
use of factor analysis. The basis for the factor analysis was an intercorrelation metrix
constructed from the cubed reciprocated matrix. (Before cubing, it has been found
(Miklos, 1968, p. 98), for operational purposes, that "ones" should be placed in the
diagonaltgf the first power reciprocated choice matrix.) This intercomvelation matrix had

as the ij " cell value the coefficient of correlation between corresponding elements of

11
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the ifh and ifh columns of the cubed matrix.

Principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation was utilized .(Cattell, 1966,
pp. 175-243), lterations were continued until eigenvalues of less than 1.000 were
reached. This value was selected on the grounds that Breitkreuz (1967, p. 68) found this
precedure accounted for a major portion of the total variance.

On interpreting the results of factor analysis, only factor loadings exceeding 0.4
were considered as an indicator of group membership. This value was found by Miklos
(1968, p. 6) to g nerate results which closely corresponded with independently prepared
sociograms.

Methods of Analysis Used in Hypothesis Testing. The following techniques of
analysis are prasented in the order of hypotheses tested. Data used in these techniques
were the OCDC' standardized scores, and sociometric and teacher information.

Hypothesis 1:

Surssysfem (teacher) interactions will explain a greater amount of system (school
climate) variability than will subsystem (teacher) attributes.

This hypothesis required the use of a newly formulated technique called the
general canonical index (Stewart and Love, 1968, pp. 160-163). The general canonical
index permits the measurement of the amount of variance of a set of criterion variables
explained by the variability of a set of predictor variables. Since this statistic is non-
symmetric, that is, it does not measure the amount of variance common to both sets of
measures, it was necessary to reverse the role of criterion and predictor measures and
re-compute the general canonical index.

In terms of the first hypothesis tested, the criterion variables were first the four
OCDQ teacher behavior sub-test means for each school. There were two different sets of
predictor variables; subsystem interactions, and subsystem attributes.

Subsystem interactions were defined as: {1) the number of socialization sub-groups;
(2) the number of communication sub-groups; (3) the number of influentials common to the
attributed influence and reliance~policies dimension; and (4) the number of three-step
relionce links, all corrected for differences in school size by dividing by the number of
teachers in the respective school.

Attribute measures of the subsystem were defined as the sex, age, total years of
educational experience, and years at present school of the average staff member. While
the ave.age sex sounds ridiculous, it does have meaning. "“Maleness" or "Femaleness" of
a school staff snems to be an important variable.

The first hypothesis was to be considered supported if the general canonical
index was larger when subsystem interactions were the predictor variables than when
attributes were the predictors.

Hypothesis 2:

Classification of teachers as influentials and non-influentials in relation to
informal groups will be predictable from measures of teacher behavior and teacher
attributes.

The analytical technique used in testing this hypothesis was discriminant analysis
(Morrison, 1967, pp. 130-133). In this procedure, categories of classification were
predicted for individual subjects on the baiis of several teacher related variables. Teacher
perceptions of OCDQ tsacher-behavior sub~tests and teacher attributes were the varicbles
used in this analysis. A priori classification as influential or non-influentiol was made
on the basis of sociometric analysis as previously discussed. This classification process
was performed for ail sociometric dimensions except socialization. A random selection of
half the membership of each category allowed cross validation of success in classification.

13
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This hypothesis was to be considered supported if misclassifications on each of
the dimensions were less than could be expected by chance alone.

Hypothesis 3:

Socially active teachers will be more alike in their perceptions of principal
behavior than will those of non-socially active teachers.

Socially active and inactive teachers were determined from sociometric analysis
of the cubed reciprocated socialization matrices. Socially active teachers were defined
as the tap twenty percent of the rank ordered column totals. Inactives wete defined as
the remainder of the same totals.

The technique of analysis used was a two group, unequal n test for homogeneity
of variance suggested by Popham (1967, pp. 145-147). In this test, which was applied to
each of the principal behavior sub~tests, the variance of non-social actives was divided
by that of social actives. This hypothesis was to be considered supported if the F tests
were significant at the 0,05 level of confidence.

Hypothesis 4:

Isolated teachers will perceive the behavior of their fellow teachers significantly
different than will ncn-isolated teachers.

Mahalanobis' D2 Test (Morrison, 1967, p. 120) was used to test this hypothesis.
This test is multivariate and allowed the testing of all four subtests simultaneously across
two groups. lIsolated teachers ware defined as those teachers who failed to achieve factor
loadings equal to or greater than 0.4. These loadings were a result of factor analyzing
the communication dimension sociomatrix according to th: procedures outlined in the
beginning portion of the analysis section. The non-isolates were defined as the remainder
of each school’s staff, That is, non-isolates were those teachers assigned to at least one
communication subgroup. In those schools where no isolates were found, all staff members
were excluded from the anaiysis. 2

This hypothesis was to Le conside ed supported if the Mahalanobis D™ Test was
significant at the 0,05 level of confidence.

Hypothesis 5:

When the extent to which teachers rely upon each other is taken into account,
the "real" span of control for principals will be eight or less subordinates.

This hypothesis required that each of the three dimensions of reliance be
analyzed. [t was expected that many teachers wouid select the principal out of his
status position and as a perceived expectation of the formal organization. In an attemnpt
to resolve this problem, the principal was retained as a reliance choice when he was the
only choice. When choices other than the principal were made, it indicated that the
principal had shared his position of reliance with other staff members.

Support for this hypothesis was to be a span of control of eight or less subordinates
on the three reliance dimensions for each school.

FINDINGS

The purpose of this section is to present the findings of the analysis phase of the
study. There are two sets of findings: (1) the informal groups found to be functioning
within each school and other sociometric results; and (2) results of testing the hypotheses.
CCDQC data are included as part of the hypothesis testing phose,

Sociometric Results
The results of the sociometric analysis have been divided into three categories.

_First, the identification of influentials is presented, while the identification of social

14
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actives is the second category. The third section deals with the detection of informal
sub-groups and their membership.

Identification of Influentials. ldentificotion of influentiols involved the analysis
of five of the six sociometric questionnoire items. Item number two dealt with the sociali-
zation dimension ond was not used in this portion of the analysis. The remaining items
(deoling with the communicotion, three reliance, and the attributed influence dimensions)
required separate onolytical techniques os previously described. Communication
dimension influentials ore shown in Table I1l. Toble 11l shows the three relionce dimension
influentials for all schools oand Table IV shows influentials on the attributed influence
dimension.

Identification of Sociol Actives

Quuestion two of the sociometric questionnaire pertoined to the socializotion
dimension. Analysis of this dota followed the identicol pattern as in the identification
of influentiols on the communication dimension. Table V contoins the identification of
sociol actives for oll schools.

Detection of Informal Subgroups ond their Membership

Informal subgroup detection was limited to dato from the communication and
sociolizotion dimensions. In both cases, the first power sociomatrices were ~hecked for
reciprocated choices, ond only such choices were retoined. "Ones" were ploced in the
diogonol cells ond then the matrices were cubed. These cubed motrices were then
subjected to factor onalysis as previously described. Toble VI shows the results of factor
onolyzing the specially prepared cubed sociomatrix of school four olong the communication
dimension,

As can be seen, the results of this analysis were four subgreups containing five,
three, two, ond seven members respectively, Only one isolate was identified. Figure 2
is the monually prepared sociogram drawn from the row sociometric choices. If Figure 2
ond Taoble VI are compared, it will be noted that theie is o greot deal of correspondence
between the sociograms and the subgroups os identified through the use of factor onolysis.

Table Vil contains the results of the factor onolytic subgroup detection for oll
schools olong the dimensiors of communication and sociolization.

RESULTS OF TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

The results in this section oppear in the order of hypotheses tested. Where
oppropriote, examples show the techniques utilized. In oll coses, summary statistics are
provided for all schools,

Hypothesis 1

Toble Vil shows data used in testing this hypothesis. The non-symmetric generol
canonical indices were computed using mean squared multiple correlation coefficients.
Toble IX presents the results of these computotions. As can be seen in this table, the
generol canonical indices were greater when the interaction measures were used os
predictors than when attribute meosures were used. The index wos also grecter when
interaction meosures were used as criterion variables thon when oitribute measures were
used, Hypothesis one, therefore, was supported.

Hypothesis 2

A discriminant cnclysis wos performed on each dimension using ecach teacher's
doubly standardized OCDQ sub~test scores relating to perceived teocher behovior, Teacher
ottributes of sex, age, years of educational experience, and yeers in present school were
olso used. For purposes of cross validation, o random selection of half the teachers in

15
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COHBUNICATION DLHENSION INFLULNTIALS
FOR ALY &CLOOLS

School o Influentials

10 ul 60 81 17

i, 10, 19, 22

6, 11, 1%, 22, 23, 27, 30, 33
3) 41 15

7, 13, 16, 18
3, 17, 18, 25

2, 3, 28, 3k, 36
i, 11, 13

O =) oM\ Lo o
Ee

¥Data for this school would not allow the classifica.-
tion of influentizls. There was an eight--wey tie in terms
of coluun totals,
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TARLE I -

INFLUBHTIALS FOR FaCH SCHOOL ON Tilk
THREE RELIANCE DINENSIONS

Ee— e e he S S S b et & s e Yo

Reliance-- Reliance.- Reliance--

School

Discipline Teaching Policies

1 11 15'1 51 81 1, 81 11, 121 1, 5, 81 17
2z 37

2 1, 2, 74 9 1, 2, 5, 19 [1, 2, 9, 21

3 1, 5, 8, 17, { 1, 5, 8, 22, |1, 2, 8, 21, 22,
22, 26, 29, 26, 29, 36, 26, 29, 36
33 39

4 3- l‘”o 1”‘1 15 3! L"v 51 15 L"; 15

5 9, 1k, 22 7y 9y 13 9

6 5, 6, 13, 22| 5, 6, 13, 16 |5, 6, 13, 22

7 i, 2, 3, 2%, i, 2, 11, 17 {1, 2, 9, 16, 21
25

8 1, 2, 3, 17, | 1, 2, 3, 13, {1, 2, 3, 13, 20,
20, 29 35 27, 30

9 1, 2, 19 1, 12, 19 1, 2, 4, 19

17



~17-

TABLYE IV

IDENTIFTCATION OF IHFLULNTIALS ON TiHE
ATTRIBUTED INFLUBSNCE DIHENSION
FOR ALL SCHOOLS

School Influentials

2, 8, 17

2, 8, 26

13, 15

7 9

6, 9, 13

2, 17, 21

2, 7, 13, 17, 28
b, 19

(olle LA I NG IF — WAR VT
PR EPACER R

TABLE V
IDENTIFICATION OF SOCIAL ACTIVES FOR ALL SCHOOLS

School Social Actives

8, 13, 17, 18, 21

5, 10, 19, 22, 25

6, 10, 19, 21, 22, 27, 33, 39
3t Ll’t 5) 15

3, 18, 19, 34, 36
1 4.

O O NN\ N =
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TLBYYE VI
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TABLY VI

FACPOR ANALYTYIC DHILSINON OF SURGHOUNS
FOR ALY SCROOLS

T IR T O A S ) S = < A A2 X o 1

No. of ¥yop. ~No. of|No. of Prop. No, of
School Sube. Sub.. Iso- Sub.- Sub.-- Iso-
Groups Groups? lates |[Groups Groups® lates

e e e e o~ s PR e L T Lo L R catanad

0.130 0.208 Iy

3

3 o143 . 200
3 077 .128
L « 286
3 . 300
3

i

3

2

M W v o\

142
« 500

(o SR, T — i O R O

«177

«190 «238

SN DD O O =B O N N

«177
0,125 .0 0.125

~ - ~are ewermm .. et hmamar o o ———_, et

1

2

0

0

« 176 0
8

« 207 6
2
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~enmear _——— v ——— g B VRIS

8The proportional number of subgroups was defined as
the number of subgroups divided by the number of staff
members within cach school. This was done in ordex to
remove the effect of different school sizes and lto provide
an index for comparison purpos:s.
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ALY IX

GERNIHAYL, CAEORICAY, THDLCES

S D e Ll o L R PO R

Criterion Predictor General
Variable Variable Canonical

Set Set Index

0CDI) Subtests Attributes 0.50

OCDQ subicsts Interactions 0.56

Attributes OCDQ Subtests 0.1

Interactions OCDHQ Subtests 0.46
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each category were excluded in the discriminant analysis phase.

Table X shows the results of the discriminant analysis applied to the reliance-
policies dimension. Table XI shows the breakdown of correct and incorrect classifications.

The dota of Table Xl were subjected to a Chi~square test against the hypothesis
of equal probabiiity with the following {e.’.ults:

Xc=024.7
Since the critical value for a significant Chi=-square at the 0.05 level equals 3.84, the
null hypothesis of equal probability is rejected,

To further substantiate the success of classification, the previously excluded
teachers were subjected to a cross validation of the discriminant functions. This involved
using the coefficients and constants of the previous discriminant analysis to predict the
classifications of the' new teachers. Table X1l shows the success of classification of the
cross validation sample.

A X< value was again computed:

X 2=15.1
This value again exceeds the critical Chi-square value of 3.84, and the null hypothesis
of equal probability is rejected.

Table XIII contains the results of testing the success of classification on all five
sociometric dimensions while Tuole XIV shows the success of classifications using the cross
validation samples. As can be seen, successful classitication was achieved on all socio=
metric dimensions except "Communication.” Hypothesis number two, therefore, was
considered supported with the exception of the communication dimension.

Hypothesis 3

Means, standard deviations, mean squares, and associated degrees of freedom for
the four principal behavior sub-tests, as perceived by both sociaily active and non-socially
active teachers, have been listed in Table XV, Table XVI shows the results of the F tests
used in testing this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4

The four OCDQ teacher behavior sub-test scores were tabulated for both the
isolated ond the non-isolated groups. A multivariate test, Mahalanobis Dz, was used to
test for significant differences among the four means across the t¥o groups. Group means
copear in Table XVIl. Table XVill contains the Mchalanobis DZ statistic, its equivalent
F value, and the probability associated with that value. These results allow the rejection
of the null hypothesis of no differences among the means across the grouns. Therefore,
hypothesis four was supported.

Hypothesis 5

In testing this hypothests, the choices made on the three reliance dimensions in
each school were plotted in the form of first=power sociomatrices. Since there were nine
schools, a total of twenty=-seven matrices were prepared. Table XIX depicts the sociomatrix
for school four on the reliance-~discipline dimensfon. Whenever the principal was chosen
(os indicated by a "one" in a cell of the first column) that row was checked for additional,
other-than=principal, choices. If other choices were made, they were coniiderad an
indication of shared reliance. Such shared reliance is indicated by a slash mark through
the principal choice in Table XIX. Each of the ‘wenty=~seven sociomatrices were identically
treated and the results are reported in Table XX.

, If it is assumed that there is an equal probability of occurence, the calculated x2
value:
x2 = 16.3
exceeds the critical value of 10.83 for rejecting the null hypsthesis at the .001 level of

significance. Hypothesis five, therefore, was supported.
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TABLE  Xi

SUCTESS OF CLASSLIICLCION PO THE RELIANCE -
POLXCLES D1l BHSION

D P A U,
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Classiricd
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e r——— e s

Incorrectly
Classified

———— e mie o S0 amas

R
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ik
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et orea g e o

Total

St b e et % o mmae s

SUCCESS OF
SAHUPLE

TABLE  Xil

CLASSTFICATION USING CROSS VALIDATION
FOIt THE RELIANCE..POLICIES DIIENSION

Correoctly Incorrcctily
Classifiod Classificd Total
58 23 81
(ho,5)2 (140,5)
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TABLY XVl

MEANS O LHl POUR TEACHPED BEDAVIOR SUB-TRITH
FOR [SOLATED AND NON-YSOLATED TRACHELRS

........ LT N RSP S S S

—— . et hen e et ———— o mn e

Sub-Test Isolates Non--Isolatcs

Disengoagement h3.h3 50,78
Hindrance ho,.29 50,38
Esprit 45,86 Ll 93
Intimacy 52.71% 57.95

B o

TABLE XVill
TEST OF HYPOTHESIS FOUR

Mahalanobis D? Equivalent ¥ D.Fe 1 D.F. 2 P
7.11 . 11:22 u’ ?8 0001
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RESUL’l‘S.OF ANALYZING SPAN OF CONTROL

Nuunber of times Span of Fuamber of times Span of
Control was less than or | Control exceeded ecight Total
equal to cight
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The following conclusions are based upon the findings of the preliminary analysis
phase, and the findings of the hypothesis testing phase of the study.

Preliminary Analysis.

1. The sphere of influence for influential teachers is, in many cases, multi-
dimensional. In other words, in many cases a teacher faund to be influential on one
dimension was also influential on other dimensions

2. Detection of subgroups or "Cliques" using factor analysis is a valid procedure
with strong correspondence to manually prepared sociograms.

3. Factor analysis correctly identifies isoloted teachers but their number remains
a very small proportion of the teaching staff (5.7 percent).

4, Principals are accepted into structures of staff socialization but seldom are
found socially active or isolated.

5. Principals as a group are highly influential along dimensions of reliance
and attributed influence.

Hypothesis Testing.

1. In the elementary school organizations included in the sample of this study,
sub=system interactions are more important than sub-system attributes in terms of explaininy
system voriance. The difference amouried to approximately five percent. This conclusion
was predicted from General Systems Theory.

2. Influentinl staff members of elementary schools differ significantly from
non-influenticls in terms of teacher characteristics and teacher behavior perceptions. The
differences were sufficient to successfully predict, on the basis of these variables alone,
the status of teachers as influential or non-influential.

3. The variance of principal behavior perceptions does not differ for teachers
identified as socially active and those identified as non~socially active. This conclusion
appears to refute the predictions made based on equilibration theory. One possible
estplanation of this is that socially active teachers may not be particularly different from
non-socially active teachers other than along the socialization dimension.

4. Teachers isolated in terms of communications with other teachers perceive
the behaviors of +2achers different than do non-isoiated teachers. More specifically,
isolated teachers see the staff as less intimate and less disengaged than do non-isolated
teachers. This conclusion substantiates the predictions made based on equilibration theory.

5. The "Span of Control" principle drawn from Classical Management Theory
is a worthwhile concept when applied in the elementary school setting. There appear to be
constraints operating on the number of staff members a principal has relying on him regarding
discipline problems, feaching problems, and the interpretation of administrative policy.

Recammendations
The ftollowing recommendations for further research are made:

1. The study should be replicated in a larger number of school districts with the
intent of verifying findings.

2. Replications should be carried out zontrolling for school and community
characteristics.

3. In studies regording elementary school administration, more emphasis should
be placed on the informal aspects of the organization.
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4. Instrumentation should be developed to allow similar studies in secondary
schools from both a climate and sociometric point of view.

5. Studies should be conducted focusing on newly developing elementary
school organizations over a period of time.

6. Variables other than those used in this study as teacher attributes shauld be
tried in attempts to improve prediction.

7. Attempts should be made to determine the utility of the findings. Can, for
instance, a school's Organizational Climate be changed by furnishing the principal and/or
staff members with the OCDQ findings? Does knowledge of an isolate's identity enable
a principa’ to manipulate patterns of interaction to inzlude the isolate? If teachers knew
that principals wauld be made aware of the findings, would the findings still be reliable
and valid?

8. Studies should be conducted relating educational ovtcomes with both climate
and structures of interpersonal relations. For instance, is it possible to relate academic
achievement of students with specific patterns of intrateacher relationships?

S The use of optically scanned answer sheets would greatly facilitate the data
coding and key punching procedures thereby allowing a greater number of schools to be
included in the sample,
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APPENDIX A
DAPA GLYHERTING THSLRULELTS

Part 1
ORGANIZATIONAI CLINALE DwSCRIPTION QUESTIONMNAIRE

The items in this questionnaire describe typical behaviois
or conditions that occur within on elenentary--school orgeniza-
tion., Pleasc Indicate to what extent each of thesc descriptions
charecterizes your school. Plecasc do not cvaluate the items in
terus of Ygood' or "bad® bLehavior, but read cach item carcfully
and respond in terms of how well the statement describer your
scnool,

The descriptive scale on whilch to rate the items is printed
at the top of cach page, Please read the Instructions vhich
describe how you should mark your answers.

The purpose of this questionnaire 1s to sccurc a descrip-
tion of the different ways in unich teachers tchave and of the
various conditions under which they must work,

Marking Instructions

Printed below is an example of a typleceal item found in the
Orgenizational Clinate Description Questionuaire:

i, Rarely occurs

2. Sometimes occurs

3, Often ocecurs

L, Very frcquently occurs

Teachers call each other by their first namcs,

12@4

In this example the respondent marked alternative 3 to
show that the Ainterpersonal reiationship described by this
iten Yoften occurs® at his school., Of course, any of the
other alternatives could be selected, depending upon how
often the behavlior described by the iten does, indeced, occur
in your school,

Please mark your response clearly, as in the exXenple.
PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEi.

BIOGRAPHICAL IKFORMATION

Neme:
School:
Sexs Man
Woman
Ages yYears

Years of c¢xperience
in educalion: years

Years at
this school: . Years




Yor purposes of analyslis, 1. Rarcly occurs
this questiominire starts on itwam 2, Sonmctlues occurs
nuuber 13, 3, Often occurs
L, Very Ticquently occurs

13, Teachers! clogcest friends sre other faculty i 2 3 I
menmbers et this school,

14, The mannerisms of Lteachers at thils school 1 2 3 &
are annoying.

15, Teachers spend time after school with i 2 3 L
students who have individual problcnms,

16, Instructions for the operation of teaching 1 2 3 4
ailds are avalladle,

17, Teachers invite othor faculty to visit 1 2 3 4
thenm at hoac,
18, Therc is a minority group of teachers who 1 2 3 L

aluays opposc the majorlitiy.
19, Extra books arc available for classroom use. 1 2 3 Iy

20, Sufficient time ic glven to prepare admini- 1 2 3 L
strative reports.

et
Q
]
=
N
we
L

21, Teachers know the family hackground of ov
faculiy mcurbers,

22, Teachers exert group pressure on non-conform- 1 2 3 4
ing faculty mecmbers,

23. In faculty neetings, there is a feeling of 1 2 3 ki
Met's get things done, :

24, Adninistrative paper work 1s burdensome at 1 2 3 L
this school,

25, Teachers talk about their personal 1life to i 2 3 b
other fecully ncmbers.

26. Teachers seek special favors from the princi- 1 2 3 4§
pal,

27. School supplics are readily available for 1 2 3 LY
use in clossvork,

28, Student progress reports recquirc too ruch 1 2 3 L
viork,

29, Teachers have fun socializing together during 1 2 3 i3
school tinme,

30, Teachers interrupt other facully mambers who 1 2 3 4
arc talking in stall mectings,

37




1.. Rarely occurs
2, "onetincs occurs
P. often ocung
« Very frcguently occurs

31, Most of the tcochers here accept the fanlts 1 2 3 L
of thelr colleagucs,

32, Teachexrs have too rany coumittee require- 1 2 3 L
nents,
33, There is considerable laughter when teachers 1 2 3 L

gather informally,

34, Teachers ask nonsensical questions in i 2 3 I
faculty meetings.

35. Custodial scrvice is available when needed, 1 2 3 0

36. Routine duties interfere with the job of i1 2 3 &
teaching.

37+ Teachers prepare administrative reports by 1 2 3 L
thenseclves,

38. Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty 1 2 3 bk
meectings,

39. Teachers at this school show wach school 1 2 3 )
spirit,

40, The principal goes out of his way to help 1 2 3 4
teachers.

41, The principal helps teachers solve personal 1 2 3 L
problems,

42, Teachers at this school stay by themselves, 1 2 3 &4

43, The teachers accomplish their work with 1 2 3 4
great vim, vigor, and pleasure, ’

4h, The principal sets an example by working i 2 3 &
hard himnselfl,

45, The principal does personal favors feor 1 2 3 4
teachers, : ‘

46, Teachers cat lunch by themselves in their 1 2 3 &
own classroons,

L7, PThe morale of the teachers is high, 1 2 3 4

48, The principal uses constructive criticism, i 2 3 &

9, 2he principal stays after school to help 1 2 3 L
tenchers finish thelr worl,

50, Teachers socialize together in sanll sclect 1 2 3 I
groups,




.1. Rarely otccurs
2, Soiectines occurs
?. Often occurs
. Very frequently o\cuv

51, The principal makes all class-scheduling i 2 3 L
) decisions,

52. Teachers aive contactcd by the princinal 1 2 3 4
each day,

53, The principal is well preparced when he 1 2 3 L
epeaks at school functions.,

54, The principal helps staff menbers setile 1 2 3 4
minor differcnces,

55. The principal schedules the work for the 1 2 3 W
teachers,

56, Teachers leave the grounds during the 1 2 3 4
school dey.

57. The principal criticizes a specific act 1 2 3 4
rather than a stalff member,

58, Teachers help select which coursss will be 102z 3 i
taught,

59. The principal corrects teachers® nistakes. 1 2 3

60, The principal telks a great deal, i 2 3

61, The principal explains his reasons for 1 2 3 4

for critjc1sm to teanhers

62, The principnl tries to get better salaries i1 2 3 4
for teachers.

63, Extra duty for teachers 1s posted consplc- 1 2 3 L

uously.
64, The rules set by the principal are never 1 2 3 L
- questioned.
65. The principal looks out for the personal 1 2 3 4

velfare of teachcers,

66, School secrctarinl service is availleble for 1 2 3 4
teachers' use,

67, The principal runs the faculty mecting like 1 2 3 4
a busincess conferonce,

68, The princival is in the building beforc 1 2 3 L
teachers arrive,

h

bV
W

€69, Teachers work together preparing adiministrea- 1
tive reports,
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1. Rarely occurs
2. Soiretiincs oceours
3. Often ocevrs

L, Very frequently occurs

70. Faculty mcetinge are orgunized ac:ording 1 2 3 L
to a tight ngenda,

71, Feculty meetings are mainly principal- i1 2 3 &4
repoxrt mectings.

72. The principal tells tecachers of new ideas 1 2 3 &
he has run across,

73. Teachers talk abrut leaving the scheool i 2 3 &4
systen,

7l, The principal checks the subject.-uatter i 2 3 4
ability ol teachers.

75. The principal is easy to understand, ' 1 2 3 L

76. Teachers are informed of the results of a 12
supervisor's visit.

77. Giading yractices are stendardized at i 2 3 b
this school.

78, The principal insures that teachers work 1 2 3 L
to their full capacity. )

79, Teachers leave the building es soon as , 1 2 3 b
possible at dey's end.

80, The principal clarifies wrong ideas a 1 2 3 4

teacher may have.

~ END OF PART 1 -

Part 2
Sociomctrjc uestlonnaire

In this questlommaire you will be asked to choosc those
individuzls vith whon you deal with on an inforiel basis. The
intent here is not to invede your or anybody else's privacy, but
to better understand interpersonal relations as they occur in
the elcmentary school, As mentloned before, your responses wWill
not be avallable to anyonz othexr than the investigator. Pleanse
read the jr'LAuctiOﬁv end the questions carefully. Thanl you.

A READ WG NISIMUCTICHS
CunsvIone,

PYATAGE
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DIRECTIONS:  In answering the questions in this scetion,
choose as fov Or as many names as you feel arve
necessayry to reply fully., Make all sclcctlons
fromn the List of Personncl., After cach )
question circle the number which corresponds
to your choices, If you cannhot make any
choices cirele "none,"

1. During the course of a typical school week, 1n school
or out of school, with which individuals are you likely to
discuss general school matters (Leaching duties, school
events, school policies, school progream, students, etc,)?

1 2 3 L [ 6 ? 8 9 10
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

3 32 33 3l 35 36 37 38 39 NONE

2, Vith which individusls are you most likely to soclalize
informally during recesses, during noon hours, and/or
before and after school hours?

1 2

W

L 5 6 7 5 9 10
11 12 i3 14 15 16 i7 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE
3. If you had a problen concerning discipline in your class-
room from whom would you likely seck advice?
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10
i1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 2L 25 26 27 28 29 30
3@ 32 33 3+ 3 36 37 38 39 o
4, If you had a problem conccrning the organization of

teaching materlials, teaching methods, tests or assighuents,
frouw whom would you likely scck advice?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 ik 15 16 37 18 19 20
21 22 23 2L 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 3% 35 36 37 38 39 KNOME
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5, If you had a problem concerning the interprevatlion of
school policlcs and regulations from vihoi tould you liliely
seck advice?
1 2 3 I 5 6 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 1k 15 16 1?7 18 19 20
21 22 23 2l 25 26 27 28 29 30

-

31 32 33 3h 35 36 37 38 39  NOHE

6. In your 6p1nion, which Individuals in this school are
most influentisl in initiating changes in general school
practices such as testing programs, school regulations,
school activities, etc:?
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 ik i5 16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 3k 35 36 37 36 39  NONE
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